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ABSTRACT

Time-delay distance measurements from strongly lensed quasars provide a robust and independent method for determining the Hubble
constant (Hy). This approach offers a crucial cross-check against Hy measurements obtained from the standard distance ladder in the
late universe and the cosmic microwave background in the early universe. However, the mass-sheet degeneracy in strong lensing
models may introduce significant systematic uncertainty, limiting the precision of Hy estimates. Dynamical modeling highly com-
plements strong lensing to break the mass-sheet degeneracy, as both methods model the mass distribution of galaxies but rely on
different sets of observational constraints. In this study, we develop a methodology and software framework for efficient joint model-
ing of stellar kinematic and lensing data. Using simulated lensing and kinematic data of the lensed quasar system RXJ1131-1131 as
a test case, we demonstrate that approximately 4% precision on Hy is achievable with high-quality and signal-to-noise data. Through
extensive modeling, we examine the impact of the presence of a supermassive black hole in the lens galaxy and potential systematic
biases in kinematic data on Hy measurements. Our results demonstrate that either using a prior range for black hole mass and orbital
anisotropy, as motivated by studies of nearby galaxies, or excluding the central bins in the kinematic data, can both effectively mitigate
potential biases on Hy induced by the black hole. By testing on mock kinematic data with values that are systematically biased, we
emphasize the importance of using kinematic data with systematic errors under sub-percent control, which is currently achievable.
Additionally, we leverage GPU parallelization to accelerate Bayesian inference, reducing a previously month-long process by an order
of magnitude. This pipeline offers significant potential for advancing cosmological and galaxy evolution studies with large datasets.
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1. Introduction

The Hubble constant, Hy, sets the local expansion rate of
the universe and plays a crucial role in understanding its age
and size. Previous studies have reported a significant 5o tension
between H; measurements from the cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB), which gives Hy = 67.4 +0.5kms™' Mpc~! (e.g.,
Planck Collaboration et al. 2020), and local distance indica-
tors, such as supernovae (SNe) and Cepheid variables, which
yield Hy = 73.0 + 1.0kms~!Mpc™' (e.g., Riess et al. 2022).
However, recent measurements from the Chicago-Carnegie
Hubble Program (e.g., Freedman et al. 2024), which are also
based on the SN distance ladder, show no significant tension
with the CMB, leaving the true discrepancy uncertain. Riess
et al. (2024) highlighted that the Hy measurement in Freedman
et al. (2024) was based on a subsample selection. Whether the
tension is real, or merely a result of systematic uncertainties that
were not known and not incorporated in the measurements, re-
mains a topic of debate (Efstathiou & Gratton 2020; Abdalla
et al. 2022; Yeung & Chu 2022; Freedman & Madore 2023), but

if confirmed, it would indicate the need for new physics beyond
the standard cosmological model.

Time-delay cosmography offers a distinct approach, separate
from the previously mentioned methods, to measure Hy by an-
alyzing the brightness variations of sources like quasars or su-
pernovae. It constrains cosmological parameters by measuring
the time delay between multiple lensed images of the source
(Refsdal 1964; Meylan et al. 2006; Treu & Marshall 2016; Treu
et al. 2022; Treu & Shajib 2023; Birrer et al. 2024; Oguri 2019;
Liao et al. 2022; Suyu et al. 2024). By determining the time-
delay distance to the lens system, it is possible to infer the value
of Hy. However, this approach is affected by the mass-sheet de-
generacy (MSD) in strong lensing (SL) (e.g., Falco et al. 1985;
Gorenstein et al. 1988; Birrer et al. 2016; Chen et al. 2021a). We
categorize MSD into two types: external and internal. Both can
potentially bias estimates of Hy. The external MSD, which arises
from line-of-sight (LoS) effects, can be controlled by studying
the environments of the lens galaxies (e.g., Wells et al. 2024).
The internal MSD arises from the unknown radial profile of the
lens galaxies’ mass distribution (e.g., Schneider & Sluse 2013).
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This degeneracy allows for equally well-fitting models of the ob-
served lensing data while introducing a linear bias in the inferred
value of Hy.

A common strategy to address the internal MSD is to incor-
porate independent datasets, such as kinematic or weak lensing
data (e.g., Treu & Koopmans 2002; Shajib et al. 2020; Birrer
et al. 2020; Birrer & Treu 2021; Yildirim et al. 2023; Shajib et al.
2023; Khadka et al. 2024). These additional observations help
detect changes in the mass density slope induced by the internal
MSD in SL at the inner region within the Einstein radius Rgj,
and the outer region ~ 8RE;, from the lens galaxy’s centroid, al-
lowing for a more robust constraint on the mass distribution and,
consequently, on Hy.

With high-resolution kinematic maps provided by the James
Webb Space Telescope (JWST) Near-Infrared Spectrograph in-
tegrated field unit (NIRSpec IFU) (Jakobsen et al. 2022), we can
obtain more precise stellar velocity dispersion measurements
over 2D space compared to previous facilities. Yildirim et al.
(2020) developed a pipeline that enables self-consistent joint
modeling by simultaneously fitting lensing and dynamical data
to infer Hy value. This code combines lensing mass modeling
through pixelated source reconstruction (Suyu & Halkola 2010)
with dynamical mass models based on the Jeans equations in an
axisymmetric geometry (Cappellari 2008). Yildirim et al. (2023)
applied this joint modeling approach to simulated JWST-like
kinematic datasets for the lensed quasar system RXJ1131 - 1231
(hereafter referred to as RXJ1131 for simplicity). They explic-
itly modeled the internal MSD using an isothermal profile with
an extended core. Their results demonstrated the power of com-
bining SL with kinematics, showing that the internal MSD can
be effectively broken. They successfully recovered the mock in-
put value of Hy with a precision of 4% for a single-lensed quasar
system.

The HOLiCOW collaboration reported an Hy measurement
with 2.4% precision by combining six lensed quasar systems
(Wong et al. 2020). These analyses tested two specific mass
models, the composite model (baryonic component + dark mat-
ter) and the elliptical power-law model, while performing lens
modeling without explicitly accounting for the internal MSD.
Intuitively, explicitly modeling the internal MSD makes the
adopted mass model more flexible, allowing for a broader range
of mass distributions. High-resolution spatial kinematics can
help distinguish between these more flexible models. However,
HOLiCOW used slit kinematics, which primarily served to val-
idate the best-fit mass models rather than to differentiate be-
tween them, as slit kinematics alone is insufficient to break the
MSD and measure distances with a few-percent uncertainty on
an individual lens basis. If mass model assumptions are relaxed
and an internal mass sheet—maximally degenerate with Hy—is
incorporated, the precision of the Hy constraint from the six
lensed quasar systems degrades to 5% or 8%, depending on
whether external priors from non-time-delay lenses are used for
orbital anisotropy (Birrer et al. 2020). The TDCOSMO collabo-
ration continues to investigate potential degeneracies and biases
in the measurement of Hj caused by the internal MSD in lens
modeling (e.g., Millon et al. 2020; Birrer & Treu 2021; Chen
et al. 2021a; Van de Vyvere et al. 2022; Gomer et al. 2022),
previously studied by the HOLiICOW collaboration. As part of
TDCOSMO, Shajib et al. (2023) conducted a joint modeling
analysis to explicitly break the internal MSD using spatially re-
solved kinematics from KCWTI (an integral field spectrograph at
Keck (Morrissey et al. 2018)). Their study yielded a value of
Ho=77.1"73 km s~ ,Mpc™!, achieving a precision of approxi-
mately 9.5%, from a single time-delay lens system. This analy-

sis was constrained by the kinematic resolution of KCWI.! The
diffraction-limited resolution of JWST will offer significantly
greater precision, further enhancing kinematic constraints.

The TDCOSMO collaboration aims to constrain Hy to within
2% by combining spatially resolved kinematics data obtained
from the JWST NIRSpec IFU for seven gravitational lenses.
In order to achieve this level of precision and accuracy, exten-
sive tests have been conducted, including examining the impact
of the field of view (FoV) on kinematics, comparing different
mass models, such as the composite and power-law models and
evaluating various dark matter profiles, including the standard
NFW profile and its generalized form (e.g., Yildirim et al. 2020,
2023). Additionally, the influence of the deprojected 3D shape
of lens galaxies has been investigated (Shajib et al. 2023; Huang
et al. 2025). Exploring these effects requires substantial com-
putational resources, making joint modeling highly demanding.
For a single lensed-quasar system such as RXJ1131, Bayesian
inference using the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method
takes a month to complete using traditional CPU-based methods.

In this paper, we present GLaD (Gravitational Lensing and
Dynamics), a GPU-accelerated joint modeling code for time-
delay cosmography and galaxy studies, built upon Yildirim et al.
(2020), and the GLEE software (Suyu & Halkola 2010; Suyu et al.
2012), for lensing modeling, along with JamPy’ (Cappellari
2008, 2020) for dynamical modeling.’ GLaD significantly re-
duces the Bayesian inference runtime from several months to
just a few days. Furthermore, we probe two additional effects,
the mass of the black hole (BH) in the lens galaxy and the possi-
ble systematic error in the kinematics measurement from the IFU
data, which may bias Hy inference. On the one hand, since lens
galaxies are typically massive elliptical galaxies with high ve-
locity dispersions o gisp > 200 km s~ (Knabel et al. 2024), with

corresponding BH mass Mgy > 10® Mg, (Kormendy & Ho 2013;
McConnell & Ma 2013), the presence of a massive BH may be
detectable in high-resolution kinematic data. On the other hand,
kinematic measurements are susceptible to systematic errors, es-
pecially when different methods are used to derive velocities
from IFU data. For example, using stellar population synthesis
models can introduce errors based on assumptions about star for-
mation history and metallicity. Additionally, inferred velocities
can vary depending on the chosen stellar libraries. These factors
must be mitigated to attain the precision and accuracy required
for cosmography. Knabel et al. (2025) recently conducted a de-
tailed study on the accuracy of kinematic measurements, demon-
strating that percent-level precision is achievable using cleaned
stellar libraries—stellar libraries refined to exclude spectra af-
fected by artefacts or poor data quality. Previously, kinematic
accuracy was limited to the few-percent level. In this work, we
assess the impact of systematic errors by analyzing a worst-case
hypothetical scenario, assuming a 5% uncertainty in kinematic
measurements of Hy, even though the actual effect is expected
to be much smaller, around 1%. We highlight the importance of
the current developments for kinematic measurements.

We perform all the tests described above using GLaD on sim-
ulated lensing and kinematic data for the RXJ1131 system. This

! The kinematic data exhibit a signal-to-noise ratio of 23 A~! in the
rest-frame wavelength range 3985 —4085 A across 41 bins, with a see-
ing effect of 0.96” in full width at half maximum (FWHM).

2 https://pypi.org/project/jampy/

3 GLaD can be performed on the lens galaxy or the lensed background
source galaxy. The GLaD modeling presented here focuses on the lens
galaxy, in contrast to the GLaD modeling of the lensed source in Chirivi
et al. (2020).
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system has the most precise time-delay measurements, with an
accuracy of approximately 1.6%, among the six systems in the
HOLiCOW sample. Additionally, the lens galaxy in RXJ1131,
with a redshift of z = 0.295, is the closest among these sys-
tems and will provide the most accurate kinematic measure-
ments. Furthermore, the galaxy’s central velocity dispersion of
O disp 2 300 km s~! (Suyu et al. 2014; Shajib et al. 2023) strongly
suggests the presence of a supermassive BH.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2, we provide
an overview of lensing theory and introduce the MSD in lens
modeling. We also present the dynamical modeling approach.
In Sect. 3, we describe the GPU-accelerated components of the
joint modeling and provide a detailed overview of the modeling
workflow. In Sect. 4, we describe the simulated lensing and kine-
matic datasets for the lensed quasar system RXJ1131. In Sect. 5,
we present the results of the joint modeling and discuss the ef-
fects of BH mass and potential systematic errors in the kinematic
map. In Sect. 6, we summarize our work and present conclud-
ing remarks and an outlook. Throughout this paper, we adopt a
standard cosmological model with Hy = 82.5 km s™' Mpc™', a
matter density parameter of Q;, = 0.27, and a dark energy den-
sity of Qa = 0.73. Our choice of cosmology is motivated by
the time-delay distance measurements of RXJ1131 from Suyu
et al. (2014). Note that our conclusions are independent of the
choice of cosmological model. Additionally, all runtime com-
parisons across different modeling approaches are conducted us-
ing 64-bit floating-point precision. All tests are performed on a
2.10 GHz, 16-core Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4110 CPU and an
NVIDIA A100 GPU.

2. Overview of the lens and dynamical modeling

In Sect. 2.1, we provide a brief overview of the SL formal-
ism in the context of time-delay cosmography. In Sect. 2.2, we
introduce the MSD, a major source of systematic uncertainty
in SL modeling that limits the precision of Hy measurements.
The internal MSD arises from the unknown size and brightness
of source galaxies, as well as the uncertain mass distribution
of lens galaxies. These uncertainties impact the measurement
of the time-delay distance Dy, which is directly proportional
to H6 1 Similarly, the external MSD, caused by unknown mass
distributions along the LoS, introduces an additional uncertainty
in Da¢ measurement, as discussed in Sect. 2.3. In this section,
we also demonstrate that the external MSD does not affect dy-
namical modeling at the galaxy scale, where both lensing and
kinematic data are available. In Sect. 2.4, we provide a brief
overview of stellar dynamical modeling, assuming an axisym-
metric mass distribution and employing the Jeans Anisotropic
Modeling (JAM) approach (Cappellari 2008, 2020).

2.1. Strong lensing

In the SL scenario, massive foreground galaxies act as gravita-
tional lenses, warping spacetime and bending light from back-
ground sources. This causes each light beam to follow a slightly
different path, resulting in multiple images of the background
sources. Image 7 arrives at the observer with a time delay com-
pared to the unlensed case:

(1 +zq) DyDs
c Dds

1(0.B) = $L(0.8) (D

where 6 is the angular image position, S the background source
position, z4 the lens redshift, Dy, Ds and Dy, the angular diame-
ter distance to the lens, the source and the distance between the

lens and source. The Fermat potential ¢y, is written in terms of

0-B)
2

The difference in light travel time at an image position 6;, relative
to another observed image position 6}, arises from two compo-
nents of ¢ . The first component in Eq. 2 represents the geomet-
ric excess path length, while the second accounts for the gravi-
tational time delay caused by the 2D lens potential ¢ . Thus, the
time delay between the observed multiple images i and j can be
derived as:

$L(0.8) = —¥L(0) @

(1 +2zq) DDy
Atij - Dds

[ou@.8)-00,8)]. B

We define the normalization factor in Eq. 3 as the time-delay
distance D¢ (Suyu et al. 2010), which is proportional to Hy L.

DB @)
Dgs  Ho

Dac=(1+2zq)

By measuring the time delays At;; and the positions of the lensed
images 6;;, we can reconstruct ¢, and infer Hy using Eq. 3.
2.2. Internal mass sheet degeneracy

The source position B is not directly observable, and it can un-
dergo an arbitrary affine transformation:

Bint = AinB— a0, %)

where Ajy and ay affect the scaling and position of the source.
These undetectable changes in B can be induced by an affine
transformation of the projected dimensionless surface mass den-
sity kga Of the lens galaxy:

Kint = (1 = Ajne) + /lintKgal’ (6)

leaving observables such as image positions and the morphol-
ogy of lensed image invariant under this transformation, which
is known as the internal MSD (Falco et al. 1985). In other words,
suppose we model the surface mass density of the lens galaxy as
Kgal (€.g., using a power-law profile), then ki, that accounts for
the internal mass sheet would fit lensed image positions and mor-
phology equally well. This transformation propagates to the lens
potential via Poisson’s equation:

V2YLint = 2Kints @)

where the transformed lens potential is given by

1-4
YLin(6) = T‘“‘wﬁ +ay- 0+ AL ga(@ +co,  (8)

where ¢ is an arbitrary constant. Substituting ¥ jn into Eqgs. 1
and 3 cancels out the arbitrary additive constant ¢y and yields the
rescaled time-delay distance:

D At,gal 1
—_— (x N
Aint AintHo

DAt,int = (9)
where Dag,gal is associated with kg1 and Dagine With kige. The in-
ternal MSD alters the mass density slope of lens galaxies. This
occurs because, aside from the renormalization factor A;, in the
second term of Eq. 6, the first term results in the addition of a
constant sheet to the initial kg, . Therefore, if the intrinsic ra-
dial profile of the mass distribution in lens galaxies were known,
the internal MSD would cease to be a degeneracy. However, in
practice, the underlying mass distribution may not be known to
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sufficient precision, making the class of mass models ki indis-
tinguishable from gy when relying solely on lensing data. In
time-delay cosmography, this means that D inc yields a linearly
scaled Ajn Hyp.

Dynamical modeling provides an independent measurement
of the mass distribution in lens galaxies, as its constraints come
from kinematic data, which are entirely different observables
from those in lensing analyses. Moreover, galaxy dynamics mea-
sures the intrinsic density distribution in 3D rather than the pro-
jected mass surface density. Combining dynamical modeling
with lensing modeling allows us to constrain the scaling factor
Aint, meaning we can determine which ki models within the in-
ternal MSD framework are favored. This approach helps break
the internal MSD degeneracy (see Sect. 2.4).

2.3. External mass sheet degeneracy

Unlike internal MSD, which has relatively strong effects on
small scales, such as altering mass density slopes of lens galax-
ies, external MSD merely performs the renormalisation of the
underlying mass convergence distribution. We use a class of «in
to represent the mass distributions of lens galaxies, as they are
all viable choices until distinguished by kinematic data. In the
external MSD regime, ki scales as:

(10)

Kint,ext = (1 = Kext)Kint + Kext

where e indicates the mass perturbations along the LoS that
do not dynamically affect the mass distribution of lens galaxies
at the primary lens plane.

Taking into account the influence of the external MSD,
D int 1s rescaled by

D int
(1 = Kext) '

The external convergence kex; can be estimated by examining the
lens environment using photometric and spectroscopic surveys,
as well as through ray-tracing methods in cosmological simu-
lations (e.g., Suyu et al. 2010; Greene et al. 2013; Suyu et al.
2014; Rusu et al. 2017). We investigate whether the renormaliza-
tion factor (1 —kex¢) from the external MSD affects the dynamical
modeling. We derive the 2D surface mass density iyt ext as

(1)

DAt,int,ext =

z:im,ext = Ecritkint,ext = Zerie [(1 = Kexe)Kint + Kext] » (12)
where X is the critical density. In the framework of external
MSD, we express Zcyi¢ in terms of Dag int.ext 4 as

2 .
C D At,int,ext

— 13
4nG (1+z4)D3 )

crit =

where Dy ° remains fully invariant under external MSD (Jee
et al. 2015):
Dd,ext = Dy. (14)

By substituting Egs. 13 and 14 into Eq. 12, we find that the factor
(1 — kext) cancels out in the first term of Eq. 12. As a result, the
2D surface mass density Zinex¢ simplifies to

2
c 1
Zintext = e m [Dacntkint + Datintextkext] . (15)

4 Dt intext Tepresents the actual distance, i,e, the distance that can be
directly compared to the predictions from cosmological models.

5 The value of Dy remains also unchanged by internal MSD as it is
exclusively derived from the dynamical modeling.

In the lensing and dynamical modeling, we focus on modeling
the first term in Eq. 15, which remains unaffected by (1 — kext)-
The second term in the Eq. 15 is essentially a constant account-
ing for all the perturbations along LoS that do not affect the dy-
namics of the lens galaxy. As a result, constraining the internal
MSD parameter Ay is independent of the external convergence.
2.4. Stellar dynamics

Here we briefly revisit the theoretical framework for the dynam-
ical modeling. Stars within a galaxy can be characterized by
the collisionless Boltzmann equation (e.g., Binney & Tremaine
1987, eq. 4-13b) which is a differential equation of the phase-
space density f(x,v) at the position x with velocity v,

3 .
ﬁ+Zviﬁ——6w‘3’lma—f' =0. (16)

This equation describes stars embedded in a 3D gravitational
field of the lens galaxy, with y¥p;, being the deprojection of
the 2D lensing potential ¥ in (up to a constant factor), en-
suring phase-space density conservation. The phase-space den-
sity is not accessible for galaxies, and we can only measure
the velocities v along the LoS, and velocity dispersions o us-
ing the spectroscopy for distant galaxies z > 0.1. To solve the
Eq. 16, we reduce the number of the degree freedom by assum-
ing an axisymmetric mass distribution (OYp ini/0¢ = 0f /0¢ = 0,
with ¢ being the polar angle in the spherical coordinate sys-
tem) and the spherically-aligned velocity ellipsoids. The choice
of spherically-aligned velocity ellipsoids is due to the fact that
lens galaxies are generally massive slow rotators. These galax-
ies exhibit a near-spherical mass distribution in their central re-
gions, as opposed to a flat mass distribution characterized by
cylindrically-aligned velocity ellipsoids. We multiply velocities
along radial v,, polar v¢ and azimuthal direction vy with Eq. 16
and integrate over all velocity space, obtaining two Jeans equa-
tions (e.g., Bacon et al. 1983, egs. 1, 2)

_2 J— —_—
6(P*Vr) N (1 +,Bani)p*vg _p*V$ _ awD,int (17
or r L
. 2 )

(1=Bani)d (P*vr) . (1= Banidpsvi = puvy Mo

06 tan@ P80

with the following notations

poiivi = [ s, (19)
Bani = 1- Vﬁ/V% (20)

where p, = f fd3v represents an estimate of the luminosity den-
sity of the stellar tracer from which the observed kinematics
are derived, p.viv; represents the second intrinsic velocity mo-
ment in the spherical coordinate, and B,y denotes the orbital
anisotropy. The anisotropy presents stellar motion preference
regarding the direction. The anisotropy Bani > 0 indicates most
stars inside the galaxies move along the radial direction. In
contrast, Bani < 0 indicates the tangential motions dominate the
galaxies.

To derive the LoS velocities "%os from Jeans equations (see
Eqgs. 17 and 18), it is essential to reconstruct the intrinsic lumi-
nosity and mass density of the lens galaxy in 3D. It is a com-
mon strategy to first apply multiple gaussian expansion (MGE
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Emsellem et al. 1994; Cappellari 2002) to the observed 2D sur-
face brightness (SB) and mass convergence then deproject them
later using inclination angle. The observed 2D SB of the lens
galaxies, I(x’,y’) ©, is expressed through multiple Gaussians:

72

N
1 y
I(.X/,y/) = Zlo,jexp I:——IZ {x’z + -
j=1 20 a

J

) 21

where Iy ; is the peak SB, 0';. the dispersion along the projected
major axis, and q} the apparent flattening of each Gaussian. The
Cartesian coordinates x’, y’ represent the position on the plane
of the sky. The major axis of the lens galaxy is aligned with the
x’-axis, the minor axis with the y’-axis.

The deprojection process depends on the assumption of the
galaxies’ shapes. For the commonly found elliptical galaxies
with oblate shape, the deprojection requires:

cos?i < g (22)
where i is the inclination angle and ¢’

i 18 the axial ratio of the
flattest Gaussian in the fit. The deprojected 3D luminosity den-

sity p. is (e.g., Cappellari 2020, eq. 38)
pur)=)

2 2
j r . 2. COS 0”
———— exp|——|[sin“ 0+ ,  (23)
= anoq; l 20%( a;

where r is the 3D radial distance to the galaxy centroid, 6 is
the polar angle (see definition in Cappellari 2020, Fig. 1), o; =

72 i2
Z—CoSst
N

o’ and q; = ——g—— denote the dispersion and axis ratio of
Gaussians after deprojection. The potential ¥p i in Eqs. 17 and
18 is derived by integrating the MGE of the 3D mass density pin¢.
Following the approach used to infer the light tracer p., the 3D
density profile pjy is obtained by deprojecting Zi,; (see Eq. 15).
The surface mass density X, is expressed as a sum of multiple
Gaussian components,

72
mt(x >y ) = ZZOleXp[ _[ + ZTZ]] (24)

1

N (]'410,1'

Note we use index i to denote the MGE components of the
mass density, and j for the luminosity components. The set of
Gaussians describing the SB of lens galaxies (see Eqs. 21, 24)
are not necessary identical to the MGEs of their mass densities.
Therefore, i # j meaning that o} # 0", ¢} # ¢’ and M # N unless

mass follows light. The deprojected pin (7, 6) is
2
0
= ]] . ©5)
q

4;Z0,i 2., c
r,0 exp|——=|sin“ 0+
pini(r,6) = Z iroa [ 202( l_

The MGE:s of p.(r,0) and pin(r,0) are then substituted into the
Jeans equations (17) and (18) to derive the intrinsic second ve-

locity moments v%, vg, and vé. These moments correspond to the
diagonal elements of the second velocity moment tensor, indi-
cating a spherically aligned velocity ellipsoid, as all off-diagonal
elements vanish.

The next step is to convert the intrinsic second velocity mo-
ments from spherical coordinates to Cartesian coordinates (x’,

6 Note that we present the general case here. In this paper, we perform
1D MGE fitting (see Sect. 3.2) to model the profile along the radial

direction R with a fixed axis ratio ¢, i.e., R = yxZ +y2/q>.

', ), with the 7’-axis aligned along the LoS direction (see
Sect.3.1 in Cappellari (2020)). We then derive vgz in terms of v2,

vz, and vé. In real observations, we measure integrated light from
stars at various positions along the LoS. Therefore, we compute

the luminosity-weighted "ios at the spaxel located at (x’,y’) as
follows:

f dzp*v,

(26)
[opeaz

LoS

In the end, we convolve V%os values (see Eq. 26) with the
kinematic point spread function PSFy;, to account for the atmo-
sphere and instrument effect, weighted by the SB of lens galaxies
I(x',y"), and integrated over the region associated in each of the
Voronoi bins (Cappellari & Copin 2003), yielding the predicted

pre
[Vios to compare with the observed kinematic data vyys; at
i
bin [
——pre [ dx'dy’ 1 (x',y) vZ_ ®PSFy;
[Vz ] _ JBin »Y) VLos "2
oSl Joi X" dy” I (x',y") @ PSFyin
and
pre 3 pre
Vims,J = [vLos]l . (28)

Note that the value of vy, is related to the distance to the lens
galaxy:
1
Vrms,] X ﬁ-
This relationship arises because, for a given angular size, the
physical size of the lens galaxy increases with distance:

(29)

Fony o Dgf. (30)

In dynamical equilibrium, a larger system with the same total
mass exhibits lower vy, following the relation:

GM

Fphy

3D

Vrms,] €

Since rphy increases with Dy, vis decreases accordingly, leading
to the inverse square-root dependence in Eq. 29. The distance Dy
can thus be constrained from the dynamical modeling, together
with the time-delay distance D¢ int-

The goodness of the dynamical modeling is evaluated by

pPrenT pre
rms) Z (Vrms vrms)’

Xayn = ('rms = (32)

where 71 is the covariance matrix of the measured uncertain-

ties of thénkinematic data. We refer readers to Cappellari (2020)
for the detailed construction of the 3D gravitational potential

¥p.int from MGEs and the calculation process of vios

3. Method

In this section, we highlight the aspects of joint model-
ing that benefit from GPU parallelization. Given the large-scale
matrix computations inherent in the modeling process, GPUs
outperform CPUs by efficiently handling repetitive, computa-
tionally intensive operations. Our joint modeling code GLaD,
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is implemented in JAX (e.g., Bradbury et al. 2018), a high-
performance numerical computing library for Python that en-
ables automatic differentiation and Just-In-Time compilation for
accelerated computations on GPUs. In Sect. 3.1, we briefly in-
troduce SL modeling and demonstrate the speed improvements
achieved with GPU on extended image modeling. Additionally,
we present a newly implemented NFW profile following Oguri
(2021) that directly incorporates ellipticity into the surface mass
density. In Sect. 3.2, we describe a fast 1D MGE implementation
optimized for GPUs following Shajib (2019) and a non-adaptive
integral solver on a fixed grid to compute the intrinsic second
velocity moments in the spherical-aligned JAM. In Sect. 3.3, we
provide a detailed overview of the joint modeling code struc-
ture and discuss the use of Bayesian inference to obtain best-
fit models. In Sect. 3.4, we introduce the Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC) to adjust the weighting of the posterior distri-
bution in joint modeling, since the number of stellar kinematics
data points is significantly smaller than that of the lensing data.
Without BIC reweighting, the lensing and dynamical (LD) like-
lihood would be dominated by the lensing information.

3.1. GPU acceleration in lensing modeling

3.1.1. Lensing modeling

We start our joint formalism with the SL part. The observables in
the lensed quasar scenario are: i) images positions of the lensed
quasar 6, ii) the time delay between images Af;;, and iii) the
extended images of the host galaxy, which are adopted as con-
straints to construct the mass models of the lens galaxies.

For modeling i), we use the observed image position 6 to
constrain the lens surface mass density «iy. We determine the
deflection angle @iy via the lens equation in SL,

0 =B~ VYL in(0) = B— @int(6), (33)
and ajy¢ is related to ki by
1 -
o= [ @ (34)

Adopting Eq. 33, we map the observed multiple image positions
0 to the source plane, compute the magnification-weighted av-
erage as the modeled source position, and then map it back to
the image plane, obtaining 6. Magnification weighting im-
proves the accuracy of source position estimation in SL by giv-
ing greater importance to highly magnified images, which pro-
vide more precise constraints on the lens model. The goodness
of the image position modeling is evaluated by

Nimg (0} _ 031‘6)2

2 _
Ximg_ Z 0_2 ’

J 0.j

(35)

where o ; is the positional uncertainty of image ;.

In modeling (ii), we derive the lens potential ¥ jn; from the
mass density ki, using Eq. 1. This allows us to model the time
delay (tmd) between the observed images. With lensed image j
as the reference image, the fit quality for At;; is assessed by

Nme ™l (At = M)

2 9
i At,'j

Xond = (36)

where o7p; is the time-delay uncertainty. Galaxy-scale lenses
typically form either quadruple or double image systems with
Nimg =4 or 2. In such cases, models (i) and (ii) can be calculated
in under 0.1 seconds on a 2.10 GHz CPU, achieving the best-fit

model within several minutes. Consequently, GPU acceleration
is not necessary for these computations, and we continue to per-
form image position and time-delay modeling using the CPU
with GLEE.

Extended image modeling is the bottleneck in SL analysis, as
it involves handling approximately O(10%) data points across the
magnified arcs. We represent the source intensity distribution on
a grid of pixels using the vector s, which has a dimension of N,
corresponding to the number of source pixels. Based on the as-
sumed ki and the PSF introduced by the telescope, we construct
an operator f, following Suyu et al. (2006). This operator utilizes
Eq. 33 to map the light intensity of the extended source from the
source plane to the image plane, followed by convolution with
the PSF, producing the predicted lensed extended source db;
with a dimension of Ny (i.e., predicted intensity values of the Ng
pixels on the image plane),

&y =fs+n (37)
with
f=BL (38)

where B the blurring matrix accounting for the PSF effect and
L presenting the mapping process from source plane to image
plane, n is the noise of the observed data and characterized by
the covariance matrix Cq.

The pixelated source s is reconstructed by maximising the
posterior probability of s, given the data

-E(desr | S,f)P(s | g9 /l)
P(des | A,£,8) ’

P(s | desr, A.£,8) = (39
where the regularization operator g and constant A define the
method used to enforce smoothness in the reconstructed source
and the strength of the smoothness. The most frequently applied
regularization in the SL is curvature which minimizes the sec-
ond derivatives of the source intensity distribution. The analyti-
cal form of the most probable source reconstruction syp is

swp = ([F+g)™' D (40)

with F
F= chglf (41)

and D
D= fTCEIdesr (42)

(Suyu et al. 2006). We substitute the Eq. 40 into Eq. 37, infer-
ring d%, and then compare it with the intensity of the observed
extended arcs d.g in the image plane. The goodness of the ex-
tended image modeling is evaluated by the Bayesian evidence,
which marginalizes over all possible values of the regularization
constant A and the pixel values on the source grid s,

P(des | £,8) = fd/lp(desr |f,4,8)
~ P(des | £,2,8)

=fdsP(desrIf,s,fl,g)P(SI;l,g)- (43)

The distribution of possible A values is approximated by a delta
function centered at the optimal regularization constant A, which
justifies the validity of the approximation in Eq. 43 (Suyu et al.
2006). The explicit expression of P(de| f,1,g) is given in Suyu
et al. (2006), see Eq. (19).

The steps outlined above represent the core processes of ex-
tended image modeling, which involve extensive manipulation
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Table 1: The matrices size in the extended image modeling

Matrix size

B (Ng,Ng)
L (Ng, Ns)
Ca (Ng,Ng)
g (Ns, Ns)

Notes. For the galaxy-scale lenses, the number of pixels on the extended
arc Nq is commonly ~ O(10%) and the number of source pixels Ns is
~0(10%).

Performance Comparison: CPU vs GPU

6 Suyu et al. (2006) in C on CPU
This work in JAX on GPU
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Fig. 1: The time comparison between CPU and GPU for ex-
tended image modeling is performed using various source reso-
lutions commonly adopted in practice. The computation time is
for a single iteration of source and image intensity reconstruction
given values for lens mass model parameters. The computations
take place on a 2.10 GHz CPU and an A100 GPU, respectively.

of large matrices. This is why the use of GPUs can provide con-
siderable advantages. The matrix sizes are displayed in Tab. 1.
Since the source plane is unobservable, the different source grid
resolutions yield the best-fit model in slightly different regions of
the parameter space. To account for this degeneracy, the model-
ing with a series of different source grid resolutions is performed
in the SL cosmography analysis and the impact of the grid reso-
lution is marginalized over.

We present the runtime comparison of extended image mod-
eling in GLEE, implemented in C on a CPU, and our implemen-
tation in JAX on a GPU, across various source grid resolutions,
as shown in Fig. 1. We achieve greater acceleration with higher
grid resolutions due to larger matrix sizes being more effective
at fully saturating the massive parallel computing capability of
the GPU.

3.1.2. Dark matter profile kenfw

We implement a dark matter profile following Oguri (2021) on
the GPU, directly introducing ellipticity into the density mass
profile kenpw, in contrast to the classical approach, which incor-
porates ellipticity in the potential. Since all lensing properties of
KeNFw have analytical expressions, computing keNpw and @eNpw
on a large grid of approximately O(10%) x O(10%) takes a neg-
ligible amount of time, approximately 107> sec on a GPU. In
contrast, performing the same computation on a CPU, follow-
ing the approach of Golse & Kneib (2002), takes approximately
7 seconds. The detailed expressions for aenpw and Yenpw are
provided in Appendix A.

3.2. GPU acceleration in dynamical modeling

As discussed in Sect. 2.4, the MGE is commonly used in dy-
namical modeling as a prerequisite for JAM. Without account-
ing for the internal MSD, the surface brightness (SB) and mass
density of the lens galaxies are sufficient for decomposition up
to 3reg in dynamic modeling. However, when considering the in-
ternal MSD, which represents a constant mass sheet added to the
galaxy mass distribution, this additional mass can extend over a
significantly larger region. To accurately account for the internal
MSD, the mass profile must be decomposed over a larger area,
approximately ~ 50" for lens system RXJ1131 (Yildirim et al.
2023; Shajib et al. 2023).

In Yildirim et al. (2023), the authors applied the 2D MGE
fitting method (Cappellari 2002)’ to model the light and mass
convergence map of the lens galaxy. In both cases, the maps are
characterized by smooth profiles such as Sérsic, power-law, and
NFW profiles, without any subtle angular structures. Since the
maps primarily describe variations with radius, applying the 2D
MGE fitting method is unnecessary in this case. The 2D MGE
fitting method requires solving a non-linear least-squares min-
imization problem, which becomes computationally expensive
when performed over a broad region extending ~ 50" from the
lens galaxy center. Moreover, producing the light and mass con-
vergence maps in 2D across a wide area with O(10%) x O(10%)
pixels is rather time-consuming, In total, it takes O(10) s per
sampling step. The MGE 2D fit is primarily used to capture
more detailed structures in galaxies from optical imaging di-
rectly, rather than relying on maps derived from profiles.

In this work, we instead adopt the 1D MGE fitting method.
We implement a fast Gaussians decomposition to 1D profile
following Shajib (2019) on GPU. In this approach, an integral
transform with a Gaussian kernel is introduced:

1 /2 2
@)= — \/; fc ZFQ) exp(@) dz,

where F(z) represents any mass or light profiles that need to be
decomposed using Gaussians. The transformed integral f (o) can
be approximated using the Euler algorithm:

(44)

2P
Fl@) =" mREw@x.)), 45)
n=0

where 77, and y,, can be complex-valued and are independent of
f(0). These values can be precomputed at the start. The standard

7 The adopted approach is the function mge_fit_sectors from the
MgeFit package (https://pypi.org/project/mgefit/).
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deviations o, are chosen to be logarithmically spaced within the
fitting region, resulting in:

N R2
= Ay — | 4
F(r) ZO eXP(zo-%) (46)

where the amplitude A, = w, f(0,)A(logo),/ V2, with wy, rep-
resenting fixed weighting factors and R = +/x%+y2/q¢%. This
MGE approach fits each mass or light density profile using 21
Gaussians to recover the profile within ~ 0.5% accuracy and runs
in approximately 2 x 10~*s on a single GPU.

We present the runtime of the 1D MGE fitting implemented
in JAX in Tab. 2 and compare it with the NumPy version from
Shajib (2019). In this case, GPU acceleration does not provide
a significant speedup, achieving a runtime comparable to that of
a single mass profile. However, performance gains are realized
when the models contain multiple 1D profiles of the same type.
By leveraging the Just-in-Time (@jit) compiler and the vmap
function in JAX, MGE fitting can be applied simultaneously to
these profiles, improving efficiency. For readers interested in the
speed comparison with the commonly used MgeFit package, we
also provide a runtime comparison. In general, switching to the
MGE 1D fit results in negligible computation time on both CPU
and GPU.

We reimplement part of the jam.axi.proj function from

the JamPy package® to compute vio , the second velocity mo-
ment along the 7’-axis on the plane of the sky. The main compu-
tational bottleneck lies in solving the Jeans equations (Eqgs. 17

and 18) to derive vZ, v2, and vé (see Sect. 5.1 in Cappellari

(2020)). These computations involve numerical integrals, which
is evaluated using adaptive quadrature methods in Shampine
(2008). The integration region is initially divided into four sub-
rectangles, and the integral in each subregion is computed using
Gauss-Kronrod quadrature. If the estimated error in any subre-
gion exceeds a predefined threshold, that subregion is further
subdivided into four smaller subrectangles, and the process is
repeated iteratively until the desired accuracy is achieved.

To enhance computational efficiency with the Just-in-Time
(JIT) compiler, we modified the algorithm to use a fixed fine
mesh. Specifically, the entire integration region is pre-divided
into 64 subregions, with each subregion further subdivided into
four smaller subrectangles, where Gauss-Kronrod quadrature is
applied to compute the integral. The fractional error of vlr);les com-

pared to the results from the JamPy package is, on average, 1079,
well within the relative error tolerance of 0.01 set by JamPy. This
level of accuracy is sufficient given the relatively simple mass
. . . pre

and light profiles used in this paper to compute v .. However,
for more complex mass potentials and luminosity density trac-
ers, a finer integration grid may be required to achieve the same
level of precision.

Switching to the non-adaptive integral solver enables the si-

multaneous computation of v7, v2, and vé at the required posi-
tions, significantly reducing the computation time from approxi-
mately ~10s to ~0.3 s for over 200 points in polar coordinates on
an A100 GPU, assuming a composite mass model. This model
consists of baryonic and dark matter components, a black hole,
and a mass sheet to account for internal MSD (see Tab. 2).

8 https://pypi.org/project/jampy/

3.3. Joint modeling

In this section, we provide a detailed description of the joint
modeling approach for time-delay cosmography. The input data
dip consist of both lensing and kinematic observations. The
lensing data include the lens light, quasar image positions, the
extended image of the host galaxy and the time delays between
multiple observed images. The kinematic data comprise the spa-
tially resolved kinematics map of the lens galaxy.

We use two Chameleon profiles to model the lens light in
the optical image, which consists of two isothermal profiles with
different core radii w, and wy,

Iy 1
Leham(x,y) = -
I+ q ) yz 40,2
TR T U2
(47)
1
2. Y, 4w?
XA EE g
The goodness of the lens light fitting is evaluated by
N, . qbre 2
, & (-1 ®PSF) i
Xiight = Z B E— (48)
= Olight,

where [} is the surface brightness in the pixel of the lens galaxy,
and the PSF is the point spread function. The number of pixels
N, used for lensing light modeling in Eq. 48 excludes those used
for modeling extended arcs (which already account for the lens
light).

We adopt parameterised mass profiles «jn in the joint mod-
eling. There are two mass classes

® Kint,comp = (1= Aint) + Aine (s - Liight + Kenfw + KBH)
® Kint,epl = (1= Ain) + /lintKepL

In the first scenario, we model the baryonic component and dark
matter of the lens galaxies separately. The baryonic component
is represented by scaling the lens light profile fjgn, with a con-
stant factor Y, while the dark matter is modeled using Kenfw (S€€
Eq. A.1). Ljgn consists of two Chameleon profiles. The BH mass
is included as a point mass kgy. In the second scenario, we use
an elliptical power-law (EPL) profile «.p to represent the total
mass (see Appendix B). Because the EPL profile has a softening
scale rscale = 0.017 that is set to a small value, the mass distribu-
tion diverges in the center, eliminating the need to add a separate
point mass to represent the BH. In addition, we adopt an external
shear to account for the tidal stretch from neighboring galaxies
with external potential, expressed in polar coordinates (R, ¢) as
e = 5 oK €08 (20~ 2000, (49)
where yex represents the strength of the external shear, and the
shear angle 6.4 represents the stretching orientation of the im-
ages. We do not list the external shear in the above ki set-
up because it adds zero contribution to the mass density with
Kshear = %Vz(y[/ext =0.
In order to explicitly characterize the internal MSD, we
adopt a dual pseudo-isothermal elliptical density (dPIE) profile

(Eliasdottir et al. 2007; Suyu & Halkola 2010), with a substan-
tial core radius reore = 45" and truncated at r, = 45.09”. This
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profile mimics a flat mass sheet up to a radius of ~ 20" before
tapering down to zero. The extended arc observed at 1.65”" from
the galaxy center implies that the lensing-only modeling remains
unaffected by this additional mass sheet, rendering the distance
D int completely degenerate with Aipe (Yildirim et al. 2023).
The expression for Ay is:

Aint = 1 = KapIE

ap 12 1 1 (50)

2 2_2 B
Tiw ™ Teore \/R2 + e \/Rz +72

bl

where ag is a normalisation parameter and R? = x? +y?. In the
region where R < reore, We Obtain an approximate constant mass

sheet 5
ap r 1 1
/lint = 1_?ﬁ(———)

2
tr Tcore

(51

In the region where R > r, we have Ay ~ 1, indicating that the
added mass sheet effectively vanishes at large scales. We empha-
size that the values of 7. and ry are carefully selected based
on extensive testing to represent the worst-case scenario. While
the internal MSD remains unaffected from a lensing perspec-
tive, its impact on the kinematic data is significant enough to
impose constraints on Ajy. In addition, the dPIE profile, which
has a well-defined truncation radius, declines more rapidly than
the mass-sheet profile used in Blum et al. (2020). This makes it
a more suitable choice, as it may help prevent negative densities
in the outermost regions.

Using the chosen mass density model, either a composite or
power-law model, along with Ij;gn, we perform lensing and dy-
namical modeling simultaneously (see Fig. 2). Both the light and
mass density profile of the lens galaxy must have the same po-
sition angle pa, to maintain the axisymmetric assumption. In
our joint modeling, we fix this position angle to the mock input
value. On the lensing side, we model the extended arc, lensing
light, image positions, and time delays. For dynamical model-
ing, we decompose Ijighe and Xy into multiple Gaussian com-
ponents. The MGE is carried out up to 50” from the lensing
centroid, corresponding to approximately 200 kpc, ensuring that
the mass density iy, transformed by the internal mass sheet,
remains physically meaningful at large distances. We focus on
scenarios where the total mass density remains positive every-
where, ensuring physically valid predictions for vf;fs, as nega-
tive densities would lead to unphysical results. To compute the
predicted kinematic map, we incorporate the MGEs of Jjjgh and
Yin into the JAM modeling framework (see Sect. 2.4) to calcu-
late vflrnes. In practice, the light Igne ru near the spectral absorp-
tion lines in the IFU data should be provided to JAM to trace
the stellar population responsible for these lines. In this paper,
we work on the simulated kinematic data. However, we instead
use the best-fit lens light model from the F814W filter in the in-
frared band. Since the lens galaxy in RXJ1131 is an early-type
elliptical galaxy, the infrared band effectively characterizes the
dominant stellar populations.

The best-fit model is determined through joint modeling
within a Bayesian framework. We sample the posterior dis-
tribution of parameters P(npldip) (see Eq. 52) using the
Metropolis-Hastings Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
method,

P(npldip) < L(dip | 5;p) P p)

52
= L0y | o) L | 7o) PO 52)

where dp, presents the lensing data, dp the kinematic data and
P(1,p) the prior for the lensing and dynamical parameters. The
goodness-of-fit for a model is defined as

XD = Xight = 2108 P(dest| £, 4,8) + Ximg + Xoma + Xayn:  (53)
The MCMC sampling is conducted on the CPU, where 7, , in-
volving approximately 10 parameters, is drawn and then trans-
ferred to the GPU for extended image, lens light and dynami-
cal modeling. Since the image-position and time-delay model-
ing involves processing a relatively small dataset, it is kept on
the CPU. Although data transfer between the CPU and GPU in-
curs some latency, the number of transferred data points in our
case is on the order of ~ O(10), resulting in a negligible transfer
time.

We achieve a 20x speedup per sampling step using JAX on a
single A100 GPU. Tab. 2 presents the runtime for each step using
a composite mass model. Additionally, we include the runtime
of the JAX code on a CPU for readers interested in evaluating
the parallelization performance gains of JAX in different hard-
ware. We note that the JAX is primarily optimized for GPU. On
CPUs, its compilation overhead, lack of CPU-specific optimiza-
tions, and execution graph transformations can make it slower
than NumPy.

3.4. Bayesian information criterion (BIC)

In this section, we introduce a BIC method to distinguish the
goodness of mass models of lens galaxies with different nrp.
The BIC is an approximation to the Bayesian evidence

PLD(dLDIM)=fPLD(dLDlM,'ILD)PLD('ILD|M)dTILD
~ exp(—BIC/2),

(54)

where M is the constructed mass model with parameters 771p.
The BIC is defined as

BIC = kIn(n) - 2In( L), (55)

where k is the number of parameters in the model, n is the num-
ber of data points, and £ is the maximum likelihood of the
model. The BIC penalizes models with a higher number of pa-
rameters, effectively balancing goodness of fit with model sim-
plicity. The likelihood in our case is the product of the lensing
modeling £L(dy. | n;p) and dynamical modeling L(dp | 17 p).
The likelihood is easily overwhelmed by the lensing data due
to the large amount of pixels on the extended arcs. In this work,
we focus on using spatially resolved kinematics data to break the
internal MSD and constrain Ajy;. The lensing-only modeling can-
not constrain Ajn,. Thus, we discard L(dy, | 57, p) and only make
use of the difference of L(dp | 17, p) from the joint modeling to
weight the posterior distribution.

We identify M, as the model with the lowest BICyp,
which corresponds to the minimal X(2iyn from the dynamical mod-

eling (since k and n remain the same). The probability ratio of a
model M; to the model My, given the data dyp is

Prp(dLpIM;)
—————— =exp{—BIC; - BIC\n)/2}.
P1p(diplMmin) xpi=( )2}

After normalizing for Ny, models, we obtain the weighting factor
for each model M;,

(56)

ey = _SPI(BICI—BICy) 2]
= ’
ZZ“I‘ eXp {—(BICi - BICmin)/Z}

(57)
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Fig. 2: Workflow for joint modeling using RXJ 1131 as an example. The input datasets consist of photometric images and the spatial
kinematics of the lens galaxy. The red contours in the middle right of the green panel represent the iso-contours of both the light
and mass density distributions of the lens galaxy, derived from the MGE method (see Sect. 3.2). The modeled ljign represents the
light fitted from optical imaging, whereas Jjigh, 1ru corresponds to the light near the spectral absorption lines in the IFU data. In the
paper, g is equivalent to fjjgniru. We employ an MCMC sampler to simultaneously sample the parameter space 7 p, for both
lensing and dynamical modeling.
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Process Type of Implementation Runtime (CPU) Runtime (GPU)
. Extended Image Suyu et al. (2006) in C 2s -
Pre\i(lous . . . 4 . _3
Wor MGE 1D fit (1 profile; total) ~ Shajib (2019) in NumPy ~2x107%s; 1x1077s  —
MGE 1D fit (1 profile; total) mge.fit_1D(linear = True) in NumPy I 13%10735;0.025 -
V2, vg, vi calculations Integral solver (adaptive) in NumPy 2 13s -
pre . . . P 2 _
V.ms Calculation jam.axi.proj in NumPy 14s
This paper Extended Image Follows Suyu et al. (2006) in JAX 10s 0.21s
S pap MGE 1D fit (1 profile; total) ~ Follows Shajib (2019) in JAX ~0.13s;0.52s ~2x107%s;6x1074s
V2, vg, vé calculations Integral solver (non-adaptive) in JAX 118s 0.32s
vf:;fs calculation jam.axi.proj in JAX 119s 0.33s

1 https://pypi.org/project/mgefit/
2 https://pypi.org/project/jampy/

Table 2: Time comparison for one-step sampling in joint modeling using a composite mass model with a 64 X 64 source grid (see
Sect. 3.3 for the adopted profiles in the composite mass model). The computations were performed on a 2.10 GHz CPU and an
NVIDIA A100 GPU. This table presents the runtime for the MGE 1D fit, both for a single mass or light profile (denoted as “1
profile”) and for the decomposition of all mass and light profiles in the modeling (denoted as “total”’). The comparison of all MGE
1D fits is conducted using the same number of 21 Gaussians and the same number of log radii. The running time of the integral
solver shows the calculation time for the second velocity moment on the diagonal of the tensor, which is the most time-consuming
part for deriving v'r);es. We adopt the same number of Guassins for testing, i.e. 42 Gaussins for lens light and 95 Gaussians for
composite mass model. Note that JAX is primarily designed to maximize parallelization performance on GPUs. We present the
running time of JAX code on a CPU to isolate the impact of GPU acceleration. In practice, the code is intended to run on GPUs.

with BIC; - BIC,;, >= 0. As discussed in Sect. 3.1, the preferred
lensing mass parameters vary across different parameter spaces
depending on the source resolution. The choice of source pix-
elization introduces uncertainties in the BIC for a given lens
mass parametrization (see Appendix. C). To quantify this un-
certainty, we compare the BIC values across different source
grids and measure the root-mean-square scatter ogjc. Following
Birrer et al. (2019) and Yildirim et al. (2020), we incorporate
this uncertainty into the model weighting by convolving fgic in

Eq. 56 with a Gaussian distribution of variance oy, thereby
obtaining the updated model weights:

Jp1c/(BIC)) = h(BIC;, 01c) ® fi1c.i(BIC)), (58)
where

h(BIC;,oB1c) = (59

1 ( BIC? )
———eXp|——
A /27r0'2BIC ZO-BIC
4. Simulated mock datasets

RXJ1131 was discovered by Sluse et al. (2003). The lens
galaxy is located at a redshift of zjeng = 0.295, while the lensed
source galaxy is at a redshift of z; = 0.654, both confirmed
through spectroscopy (e.g., Sluse et al. 2007). The lens is ac-
companied by a faint satellite galaxy S (see Fig. 3), which JWST
NIRSpec has confirmed to be at the same redshift as the lens
(see Shajib et al., in prep). Imaging data was collected from the
Hubble Space Telescope (HST) Advanced Camera for Surveys
(ACS) with an exposure time of 1980 seconds. Time-delay mea-
surements for RXJ1131 were made through a dedicated opti-
cal monitoring campaign under the COSMOGRAIL program
(e.g., Tewes et al. 2013). These measurements, based on fre-
quent observations (every 3 days) over more than 9 years and
involving over 700 epochs using meter-class telescopes and new
curve-shifting techniques, reported an approximately 3% preci-
sion time delay by Tewes et al. (2013); Liao et al. (2015); Bonvin

et al. (2017). Microlensing-induced time-delay shifts, as ana-
lyzed by Tie & Kochanek (2018), have been found to be neg-
ligible within the context of the extended delay, as discussed by
Chen et al. (2018).

To generate the mock HST imaging of RXJ1131, we use
the best-fit mass model obtained from lensing-only modeling
of the HST F814W-band imaging, with a source grid resolu-
tion of 64 x 64. The mass model consists of a composite profile,
where the baryonic component is represented by two Chameleon
profiles (see Eq. 47) scaled by a constant and the dark mat-
ter halo is characterized by kepgw. Additionally, the model in-
cludes an external shear and a fixed BH mass. The lens galaxy in
RXJ1131 exhibits a high central velocity dispersion o gisp With

Tdisp = 320 £20 km s™! (Suyu et al. 2014; Shajib et al. 2023).
By applying the scaling relation between og;sp and Mgy (e.g.,
Kormendy & Ho 2013; McConnell & Ma 2013), we estimate the
BH mass to be between 10° Mg and 10'° M. Kormendy (2013)
predicts My ~ 2.4 X 109M@, while the version by McConnell &
Ma (2013) gives My ~ 3.0 X 10°M,. We set a higher BH mass
of Mgy = 5x 10° M, in the simulated kinematic data to explore
its effects in cosmography inference. This value remains a rea-
sonable estimate, as suggested by Fig. 16 of Kormendy & Ho
(2013) and Fig. 1 of McConnell & Ma (2013). We do not add any
mass sheet to the best-fit model, ensuring that /lﬁ’d‘ =1, indicat-
ing no MSD in the simulated data. We randomly select an exter-
nal convergence value of k1% = 0.079 as the ground truth based
on the probability distribution function obtained from ray trac-
ing through the Millennium Simulation for the composite mass
model (e.g., Suyu et al. 2014).

To simulate the kinematics map, we follow the approach pre-
sented in Yildirim et al. (2020). We use the best-fit lensing light
map for the kinematic mock data and assume a Poisson noise-
dominated region. The relative pixel intensities are then con-
verted into a relative 2D signal-to-noise map. We adopt VorBin’
package (Cappellari & Copin 2003) to apply the adaptive spatial
binning to the signal-to-noise ratio map, with a target signal-to-

9 https://pypi.org/project/vorbin/
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noise ratio of 50 per bin. We simulate the data with a high signal-
to-noise ratio to ensure that by combining high-quality kinematic
data, the internal MSD can be effectively broken. Considering
the light contamination from nearby quasar images and the ex-
tended host galaxy at the Einstein radius of g ~ 1.65 "/, the sim-
ulated binned map covers a small field of view (FoV) ranging
from —1" to 1” relative to the lens centroid (see Fig. 3). For
simplicity, we neglect the satellite when mocking up the IFU
map as well as during the modeling of the SL and stellar kine-
matic data. We assume a single Gaussian kinematic PSFy;, with
a FWHM of 0.14”, which corresponds approximately to the PSF
measured from JWST NIRSpec data of RXJ1131 (see Shajib
et al., in prep). We generate the noiseless kinematic map with
JamPy ' package based on the mass and light distribution from
the best-fit lens model (refer to the best-fit parameters in Tab. 3)
and the simulated binned map.

We simulate two kinematic data sets. The first is an ideal
kinematic dataset where only statistical errors are added to the
noiseless kinematic map:

(60)

Vrms,ideal ; = Vrms,/ + 6Vstat,l

where Vg, = Gaussian[0,0.02vy,s ;]. We assume a statistical
error of approximately 2% of the bin values for each Voronoi bin
L. In the second kinematic dataset, we introduce a 5% systematic
bias to test the impact of potential misfits in the kinematic data:

(61)

Vrms,biased ; = Vrms,/ + 6Vstat,l + O-OSVrms,l-

Systematic errors can arise during the kinematics extraction pro-
cess, as the measured kinematics may be biased by different
methods, such as stellar population synthesis and the use of var-
ious stellar libraries such as, X-Shooter (Verro et al. 2022b,a),
MILES (Vazdekis et al. 2016), and Indo-US (Valdes et al. 2004).
However, by carefully cleaning the stellar libraries before mea-
suring the kinematics, these systematic errors can be controlled
within a sub-percent level (see Knabel et al. 2025). We test here
an overly high level of systematics of 5% in order to illustrate
the impact of a systematic shift in kinematics on the distance in-
ference, even though we anticipate sub-percent level kinematic
shifts in reality.

5. Analysis and discussion of the joint modeling re-
sults

In this section, we present the results of the joint modeling
using mock lensing and kinematic data. In Sect. 5.1, we dis-
cuss the fitting results of the joint modeling and demonstrate
how it breaks the internal MSD, given ideal kinematic data. In
Sect. 5.2, we examine the impact of black hole mass on Hy in-
ference, given ideal kinematic data. In Sect. 5.3, we present the
joint modeling, given the ideal kinematic excluding the central
region to probe if the impact of an unknown BH mass can be
mitigated. In Sect. 5.4, we analyze the effect of systematic errors
in the kinematic map on Hy.

5.1. Breaking the MSD using joint modeling

We perform joint modeling using ideal kinematic data (see
Eq. 60). Based on the velocity dispersion of the lens galaxy
in RXJ1131, measured as ogisp = 320 + 20 km/s in Suyu et al.
(2014), and the My — o 4isp relation, we explore the full range

of possible BH masses of [10° Mg, 10! M] to be conservative.

10 https://pypi.org/project/jampy/
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We adopt the composite mass model Kint,comp and perform
joint modeling over the same black hole mass range. In joint
modeling, we fix the BH mass in a given model setup and in-
crement it in steps of of 10° Mg within the Mpy range across
multiple model setups. Additionally, we perform joint modeling
by replacing the composite mass model with a single EPL mass
profile, kintepl. Throughout the modeling process, we do not al-
low Mgy to vary. Each run is performed with a fixed Mgy on a
source grid ranging from 60 x 60 to 68 x 68 pixels, increasing in
steps of 2 to account for the degeneracy caused by source-grid
resolutions. These source resolutions are sufficient to address pa-
rameter degeneracies while achieving a good fit for the extended
arcs (see details in Appendix C). From the equal-weighted prob-
ability density of Dy, we observe that Dy is broadly distributed
across the prior range. Models with the same Mgy but different
source grid resolutions form tightly clustered distributions of Dy.
When considering different Mgy values, the Dy distribution ac-
counting for degeneracy from source grid resolution variations,
spans a wide range from 650 Mpc to 850 Mpc. In contrast, D in
is more tightly clustered around the input value and remains al-
most unaffected by Mpy (see Fig. 4). This behavior is expected
since Dy is primarily constrained by dynamical modeling, mak-
ing it more sensitive to Mpy. Fig. 5 illustrates more clearly the
relation between Dy and Mpy that was shown in Fig. 4.

The time-delay distance Dagin i entirely degenerate with
Aine over the prior range of Aj,; when considering lensing-
only modeling. The kinematic data aid in constraining Ajn
and in identifying the uniquely preferred «j,; model within
the range Ajp € [0.5,1.5]. Consequently, we can break the in-
ternal MSD and firmly constrain Daginc (see the red box in
Fig. 6). We combine all joint modelings across different mass
model assumptions, values of Mgy, and source-grid resolutions,
weighting them using L(dp | n;p) within the BIC framework
(see Sect. 3.4). Models where Mgy deviates significantly from
the mock input in the simulated kinematic data obtain lower
weights. Additionally, the EPL model exhibits a higher scat-
ter in the probability density distribution for Dain; across the
different source resolutions. As a result, A;,; is not well con-
strained in this case, since the kinematic data struggle to dif-
ferentiate the scaled «iyep1. However, kingept model is disfavored
by BIC weighting, as it fails to accurately reproducing the ideal
kinematic data, with A)((zjyn = 8 compared to the best-fit com-

posite mass model (see Fig. 7). Ultimately, the recovered time-
delay distance is Dagint = 1857*137 Mpc, which deviates from
the mock input by 1.87%, within the 1-sigma uncertainty range.
Similarly, the recovered lens distance Dy = 78138 Mpc shows a

deviation of 0.77%.

The uncertainty in Dagn is asymmetric, exhibiting a longer
tail on the positive side and a shorter tail on the negative side (see
Figs. 4 and 6). This occurs because, as Aj,; approaches the upper
bound of 1.5 in the prior, it implies that kg, is being modified
by the addition of a negative constant sheet (1 — ;) on top of
Aintkgal (see Eq. 6). At regions far from the lensing centroid, kin
becomes negative, which is disallowed by dynamical modeling
in the framework of JAM.

A perfect mass profile for Ajy to characterize internal MSD
would ideally remain constant up to a distance of ~ 20" to the
lens centroid, where it is largely insensitive to lensing data of
RXJ1131 but can still capture changes in the mass density slope
induced by internal MSD through kinematic data. Beyond this
distance, it should immediately drop to zero. Therefore, if the
sheet is perfect, the modeled «j,; will remain non-negative up to
50" in our setup and will not be rejected by JAM (see Sect. 3.3).
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Fig. 3: Mock data sets of lensing imaging and kinematic data. Note that we observe a faint satellite galaxy above the lens galaxy
at the same redshift as the lens galaxy. We neglect the satellite when mocking up the IFU data. The satellite is too small to extract
useful kinematic information from the IFU datacube other than the redshift (see Shajib et al. in prep.). More importantly, based on
the previous study, the satellite has a negligible effect on mass modeling and cosmological distance inference (Suyu et al. 2014). The
mock IFU data with 52 bins is presented in the same reference frame as the simulated HST imaging, with north oriented upwards
and east to the left.
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Fig.4: Top panels: Marginalized posterior density distribution of Dy, based on joint models using ideal kinematic data. Different
colors represent posterior densities corresponding to different black hole masses, while the different colors indicate models with
identical mass parameterization but different source grid resolutions. The red color represents EPL mass models, where a small
softening scale of rgf = 0.01” mimics the presence of a massive BH, eliminating the need to explicitly include an additional Mpy.
The left panel shows equally weighted Dy posterior densities, whereas the right panel presents the combined Dy posterior density
weighted by BIC (see Sect. 3.4). Bottom panels: Marginalized posterior density distribution of Daint, based on joint models using
ideal kinematic data. The red dashed lines in both panels indicate the mock input values used in the simulated data. The black dashed
lines represent the median values in the BIC weighted distribution.
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Description Parameters  Mock input prior prior range
Flat ACDM
Hubble constant [km s~ Mpc™] Hy 82.5 Flat [50, 120]
Matter density parameter Qm 0.27 Flat [0.05, 0.5]
Distances
Model time-delay distance [Mpc] Dt int 1823 Flat [1000, 4000]
Model lens distance [Mpc] Dy 775 Flat [600, 1000]
Composite
Position Angle [°] ©PA 30 - -
Stellar M/L T 1.95 Flat [0.5, 3.5]
AXis ratio Genfw 0.56 Flat [0.2,1.0]
Einstein radius ["’] Ps 0.24 Flat [0.,1.]
Scale radius [”'] Ts 23.0 Gaussian [23.0, 2.6]
External shear strength YVext 0.09 Flat [0.0,0.2]
External shear position angle Pext 1.42 Flat [0.0, 27]
BH mass [Mo] Mpu 5% 10° Discrete  [10° Mg, 1019 Mg]
Mass Sheet Aint 1 Flat [0.5, 1.5]
External convergence Kext 0.079 - -
Dynamics
Anisotropy Bani 0.15 Flat [-0.3,0.3]
Inclination [°] i 84.3 Flat [80, 90]

Table 3: Model parameters and prior for joint modeling. The value of Dy is determined from zq = 0.295, assuming Hp =
82.5 kms™! Mpc’1 , Qm =0.27 and QA = 0.73. On the contrary, the value of D i must be corrected for external convergence (see
Eq. 11) to obtain the true distance. Applying this correction, we find Dagincext = 1980.14 Mpc, given the assumed cosmology. The
position angle 6ps defines the orientation of both the light and mass profiles of the lens galaxy, measured counterclockwise from
the +x-axis and is fixed during modeling process. The scale radius r, in the dark matter profile indicates the slope transition of the
density profile from —1 (inner region) to —3 (outer region) which cannot be well constrained both by SL and kinematic data due
to its large distance from the galaxy centroid. For this reason, a Gaussian prior is used in the joint modeling (Gavazzi et al. 2007).
In each joint modeling, the BH mass is fixed, but we explore different models by probing Mpy within the range of (10,1091 M.
Note that Hy and Qp, are not directly modeled in the joint analysis. The prior in the table indicates the range from which the samples

are drawn and then evaluated by the posterior of the distances.
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Fig.5: Mgy versus Dy with 1o uncertainties, based on the
ideal kinematic data. This provides a clearer visualization of the
upper-left panel in Fig. 4. The plot also illustrates how the BH
mass affects the inference of Dy, given that S is within the
prior range of —0.3 to 0.3. The gray shaded region represents
models with the BH mass satisfying f3,~ > 0.2, indicating a sig-
nificant contribution to Dy when combining all models together.

To approximate the internal MSD, we use a dPIE profile, which
declines rapidly to zero beyond the truncation radius but does
not exhibit a strict cut-off. This relatively gradual decline in the
range of 20" to 50" results in a region where ki, becomes nega-
tive, leading to an asymmetric probability distribution for D in;.
Consequently, the lower 1o bound of 78 Mpc may be underes-
timated compared to the true 1o interval, assuming Ajp; behaves

14

as an idealized sheet with an abrupt cut-off beyond ~ 20", as
described above.

The probability distribution of Dy is also slightly asymmet-
ric, but it is less pronounced than that of D jne. The asymmetry
of Dy arises from the influence of Mpy. As Mgy becomes heav-
ier, Dy tends to shift towards lower values and extends down
to 650 Mpc to accommodate the kinematic data. Since we use
L(dp | n;p) for BIC weighting in joint models with varying
Mgy, some models with larger My can achieve a similarly
good fit to the kinematic data as the model corresponding to the
true Mpy by appropriately rescaling the distances Dy and the
anisotropy parameter Sani. These models contribute to the tails
of the inferred Dy distribution (see Fig. 5 and the upper panels
in Fig. 4).

With the posterior probability distribution P(Dagint, Dd |
dip), we infer Hy and Qy, in a flat ACDM universe. We adopt
uniform priors on Hy between [50, 120] km s~! Mpc~! and
on the matter density parameter” Q. between [0.05, 0.5]. We
generate 5 X 10° samples for the parameters {Hy, Qp,} and cal-
culate the corresponding Dag intext 12 and Dy values using the
lens and source redshifts under a flat ACDM cosmology. For
each sample, we randomly draw a k. value from the exter-
nal convergence distribution inferred by Suyu et al. (2014) and
scale the distance using Eq. 11 to obtain Daginc. Subsequently,

1" The inferred cosmological parameter in joint modeling can also be
expressed in terms of the dark energy density, Q4 , instead of Qp, since
Qp =1-Qp in flat ACDM cosmology. However, a single quasar system
with quad images is not sensitive to cosmological parameters other than
Hy.

12 Dt intext 1 the angular diameter distance calculated from the as-
sumed cosmology.
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we weight the samples using P(Dagint, Dg | dip). From the
weighted sample distribution, we obtain constraints on Hy =
82.5*3% km s™! Mpc™! (see. Tab. 4). We also present Hy val-
ues derived from the posterior probability distribution, marginal-
ized over all parameters, including Dain¢ and Dy separately. The
value Hy = 81.0%¢4 km s~ Mpc™!, obtained from P(Dagin).
reflects asymmetrical uncertainties inherited from Dagjn, distri-
bution. However, these skewed uncertainties of the inferred Hy
are mitigated by incorporating both distances P(Da,int, Da) (see
Tab. 4 and Fig. 8). This demonstrates the advantage of joint mod-
eling, where using two distances improves the constraint on Hy.
The value of Qy, inferred by joint modeling is poorly constrained
from a single lens system; therefore, it is not included in the ta-
ble.

5.2. The impact of Mgy — Bani degeneracy on Hy measure-
ment in time-delay cosmography

The BH in lensing-only modeling is often neglected since SL
only provides constraints at Einstein radius, which is far from
the galaxy’s center. Only in some rare cases, the lensed source
image appears close to the galaxy center within < 1 kpc (e.g.,
Nightingale et al. 2023; Melo-Carneiro et al. 2025). Kinematic
data can provide some constraints, but its effectiveness is highly
limited by the instrument’s resolution, particularly for galaxies at
galaxies at z > 0.1. The lens galaxy RXJ1131 at z = 0.295 might
hold a supermassive BH with Mgy in the range of (102,109
Mg which corresponding to a sphere of influence r,; for the BH
in the range of [0.011”,0.11”]. The simulated kinematic data
has the spaxel size with 0.1”” convolved with FWHM = 0.14"” of
PSFyin. For My near 10'9Mj, the influence of the BH dynam-
ics can be imprinted on the central Voronoi bins.

As discussed in Section 3.3, we conduct joint modeling for
a sequence of Mgy values. The time-delay distance Dagin 1S al-
most unaffected by Mpy. Therefore, we concentrate on the scat-
ter in Dg and Byni, which are constrained exclusively by the kine-
matic data. In our experiment, the values of B,,; are distributed
across the full prior range of [—0.3, 0.3] (see Fig. 9), given
Mgy € [10°,10'°] M. This prior range is motivated by studies
of nearby massive elliptical galaxies (see review in Cappellari
2025, figs. 8, 10), and is quite conservative in its broad range
compared to the typical scatter of anisotropies of galaxies shown
in Cappellari (2025). The anisotropy Sani is constrained by the
spatial pattern in the kinematic data. However, My and By
similarly affect stellar motions in the galaxy centroid, result-
ing in a trade-off between them. In Fig. 9, we observe that a
heavier Mpy leads to a smaller Sy, and vice versa. A higher
Mgy deepens the central gravitational potential, allowing more
tangential orbits in the dynamial model when reproducing the
same observed line-of-sight velocity dispersion, corresponding
to Bani < 0. Conversely, a lower Mgy can produce similar veloc-
ity dispersions if the stellar orbits are more radial, with B,,; > 0,
as radial orbits allow stars to reach higher line-of-sight velocity
dispersion near the galaxy center. Both BH mass and S,,; con-
tribute to accelerating stellar motion, but in different directions.

In addition to its degeneracy with Mgy, Bapi is also positively
correlated with Dy (see Fig. 6). An increase in ,,; compensates
for the influence of a more massive BH by mimicking its effect
on stellar motion in the central region. Since we assume a con-
stant Bani across all radii in the joint modeling, this means that
even in the outer regions where velocity adjustments are unnec-
essary, stellar velocities are still affected by 5,,;. To match the
observed kinematics beyond the central region, Dq4 increases to

counterbalance the effect introduced by changes in SBypi. This is

because Dy acts as a normalization factor for scaling vin, fol-

lowing the relation Vi, ~ V% (see Sect. 2.4). If the BH mass
d

in the joint modeling is heavier than the mock input, the en-
tire trend reverses. This explains the observed correlations in the
values of Dy, Bani and Mpy (see Figs. 4, 5, and 9). In Fig. 5,
we observe a negative correlation between the adopted Mgy in
the joint modeling and D4. Black hole masses in the range of
Mgy =2x10° Mg to Mgy = 7 x 10° My, are difficult to distin-
guish based on kinematic data and all contribute to the inference
of distances in the BIC framework, given the Mgy = 5x 10° M,
in the mock input.

By combining all joint models weighted by the BIC (i.e.,
P(dp | M;), where M; represents model i, either a composite
mass model with BH mass Mpy,; or an EPL model), we obtain
Dy = 781%30 Mpc and Bani = 0.21*097 (see Tab. 4). The recov-
ered distance Dy closely matches the input value, whereas the
orbital anisotropy S,n; remains poorly constrained. This is be-
cause models with Mgy < 5 x 10° Mg tend to cluster near the
upper bound of the B,y; prior (see Fig. 9). Some of these mod-
els provide a good fit to the kinematic data and are only slightly
downweighted by the BIC, leading to a significant contribution
to the final probability density distribution of Syp;.

We investigate the impact of an incorrect BH mass in the
joint modeling. First, we test the scenario where we assume
no BH in the composite mass model. The inferred value of
Hy = 83.2’:%:(3) km s~! Mpc™! successfully recovers the input Hy
value (see Fig. 10 and Table 4). However, the best-fit kinematic
map exhibits a significantly different pattern compared to the one
obtained when the BH is included in the modeling (see Fig. 7).
The difference of A)((ziyn = 14 for the dynamical fit indicates a

poorer fit compared to the best-fit model that accounts for the
BH. The fitted value of Bapi = 0.291’8:882 reaches the upper bound
of the prior range, yet it remains insufficient to fully compensate
for the absence of the BH, leading to a suboptimal fit to the kine-
matic data. The high SB.p; value leads to an excessive increase in
velocity dispersions in the outer regions. As a result, this imbal-
ance starts to affect the probability density distribution of Dy ;.
To compensate for the effect induced by Sani, Datint decreases
slightly.

A possible explanation is that the high SB.n; requires a sig-
nificantly different mass model than initially assumed to fit the
kinematic data, which in turn affects Ay and Daginc. We obtain a
lower value of Dagin = 1770J_r54 Mpc, with a median value that is
3% lower than the input value. The reason Hj can still be recov-
ered in this case is that Dy is recovered to within 1% of its input
value. However, if the prior range of B,y; is extended beyond 0.3,
its inferred value continues to increase until it adequately fits the
kinematic data. As a result, Dq increases accordingly to counter-
balance the effect of S,y in the outer regions. This will ultimately
introduce additional bias in Dy that exceeds the value reported
in Tab. 4, thereby biasing the inferred Hy value.

In the second case, we probe the scenario where an incor-
rect BH mass of Mgy = 7 x 10° My was assumed. In contrast

to the first case, the orbital anisotropy Bani = —0.028f8:8§ shifts

toward the lower bound, and the value of D4 = 742’_'%(7) Mpc is
lower than the Dy obtained using the true Mgy = 5 X 10° (see
Fig. 5). In this case, the best-fit kinematic map can reach al-
most the same quality as the model that uses the true BH mass.
However, due to the lower value of Dy, the inferred value of
Hy = 85.03:2 km s~! Mpc~! is 3% higher than the mock input

value of Hy = 82.5 km s~} Mpc‘1 (see Fig. 10).
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Fig. 6: Measurements from joint modeling (combining all mass models) and lensing-only modeling. The shaded contours represent
1o, 20, and 30 confidence regions. The green contours correspond to the joint modeling using the ideal kinematic data, while the
orange contours represent the joint modeling using the kinematic data with a 5% systematic bias. The grey contours represent the
lensing-only modeling. The red box highlights the complete degeneracy between Dagint and Aip in the lensing-only modeling. The
green and orange contours illustrate how the internal mass-sheet degeneracy (MSD) is broken when incorporating kinematic data.
The inferred Dy using the kinematic data with a 5% bias is biased by 9% (as expected through Eq. 29), while the constraints on
Dagint and Aipe remain unaffected by this systematic bias. This occurs because Aiy is constrained by the shape of the vy, profile,
which remains unchanged under a systematic 5% bias in the kinematic map. However, this bias affects the overall amplitude of the
profile, leading to a bias in Dy. In both cases, we observe that B,y,; is degenerate with the distance Dy and is not well constrained.

The above tests indicate that a severely misfitted B,,; can
strongly bias Dq and mildly influence D inc in the extreme case,
thereby affecting Hy inference, even when the kinematic data ap-
pears to be well-fitted. The value of S,,; can be accurately recov-
ered when the BH mass is known and vice versa. We find that
the fitted value of B = 0.13’:8:83 is well constrained when the
true Mpy is used in the joint modeling (see Table 4). However,
in nearly all cases of lens galaxies, the precise BH mass is un-
known. The bias in Dq caused by a misfitted B,n; can be miti-
gated by performing joint modeling over a range of possible BH
masses and using the BIC to downweight models that are dis-
favored by the kinematic data. It naturally follows that the prior
range of SBani should be carefully chosen. Expanding the prior
range allows adjustments to ,,; and Dqg to always effectively
compensate for the presence of the BH. While this results in a
well-fitted kinematic model, it significantly biases the inferred
Dy.
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5.3. Mitigating the impact of the Mg -Bani degeneracy on H
measurements

We set the BH mass in our simulated datasets to Mgy = 5 X
10° Mo, corresponding to a sphere of influence radius of ry; =
0.056”. As a result, the BH primarily affects the inner region. To
account for this, we exclude the nine central bins in the ideal
simulated kinematic map within the FoV range of —0.15" to
0.15”. We then examine whether the joint modeling becomes
insensitive to the BH mass, thereby mitigating the bias in the Dy
measurement caused by the Mpy-Ban; degeneracy.

We perform joint modeling using the ideal kinematic map
while excluding the central regions. We reassess the recovery of
the Hy value and evaluate the quality of the kinematic fit for both
cases of no BH and a BH with Mgy = 7 x 10° M. In both cases,
we observe that Dy and SB,y; shifted closer to the mock input val-
ues, allowing for an accurate recovery of Hy within 1o~ uncer-
tainties (see Tab. 4 and more details in Appendix. D). As antic-
ipated, the 1o uncertainties are broader than the full ideal kine-
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Fig. 7: The best-fit kinematic maps from joint models under dif-
ferent BH mass assumptions. The displayed kinematic bin maps
have 52 bins in total. Upper Panel: Joint modeling is performed
using a grid of Mgy values ranging from 10° to 10'° M. In each
model, the BH mass is fixed and incremented in steps of 10°
Mg within this range. The best-fit kinematic map, correspond-
ing to Mgy = 3 x 10° Mo, achieves ngn = 50. Middle Panel:
The best-fit kinematic map from joint modeling that assumes
no BH, yielding Xﬁyn = 64. Lower Panel: The best-fit kinematic
map from joint modeling using the EPL mass profile, resulting
in X(Ziyn =58.

matic dataset because we adopt 43 bins instead of the complete
dataset with 52 bins. Additionally, the kinematic data excluding
the central region is effectively recovered through joint modeling
with no BH and Mgy = 7 x 10° M, (see Fig. 11). This suggests
that excluding the central kinematic region can help mitigate the
effects of the presence of the BH with highly uncertain mass.

5.4. The impact of high systematic bias in kinematics data on
Hy measurement

In this section, we perform joint modeling of the kinematic data,
incorporating a 5% systematic bias (see Eq. 61) to account for
measurement-related systematic errors in the kinematic map. We
emphasize that this adopted error represents a worst-case sce-

nario, in which the kinematic measurements are not optimally
performed. Furthermore, we highlight the importance of achiev-
ing sub-percent systematic errors in the kinematic map to ensure
the robustness of cosmographic modeling, using the method pre-
sented in Knabel et al. (2025).

As described in Sect. 5.1, we run all modelings using the
systematically biased kinematic data. We adopt the composite
mass model, Kint,comp, across the black hole mass range, and a
single EPL profile, Kint,epl, for the joint modeling. To account for
degeneracies induced by the source grid resolution, we perform
each mass model analysis on source grids ranging from 60 x 60
to 68 x 68 pixels. We perform the BIC weighting to combine
all 55 joint models. The biased kinematic data helps break the

internal MSD, yielding consistent results for 4 = 0. 97+8 8‘7‘ and

Daging = 1863*43* Mpc, which agree with values inferred from
the joint modeling using ideal kinematic data. This demonstrates
that the overall systematic bias does not affect the constraints on
D¢ int and iyt (see Fig. 6). This is because Aiy is constrained by
the 2D kinematic map, where the shape of the v profile breaks
the internal MSD and constrains D int. The 5% bias does not al-
ter the shape of the vy profile, which is why neither Dagint nor

Aint 1s biased. Following the same reason, the inference of B,y; re-
mains unaffected. We obtain S, = 0. 20+0 ?g which is consistent
with the value inferred using ideal klnematlc data.

The systematic bias primarily impacts Dg because it changes
the amplitude of the vy, overall. Given the relation vrmS \/Ld, a
5% bias in vir, results in an expected ~ 9% bias in Dyq. We obtain
Dy = 70632 Mpc, which is 9% lower than the mock input value
of Dgq =775 Mpc, as expected. If the combined kinematics are
obtained from a single aperture rather than an IFU, the impact on
distances will not be cleanly isolated to Dy alone, as the single
aperture lacks information on the shape of vi,s. We anticipate a
more severe effect on both Dy and D in

The inferred value of Hy = 93.63'? km s~! Mpc~! from
P(Dy) is biased by 13% compared to the mock input. However,
since the inferred DAt int Temains unbiased, we obtain Hy =
87. 4+2 2 km s~! Mpc using P(Datint, Da | dLp), which carries
a 6% blas relative to the mock input (see Fig. 6).

Any systematic error affecting the overall kinematic map
will be amplified in Dy inference (Chen et al. 2021b). Although
the bias does not impact D in inference, the joint modeling of
Hj remains highly susceptible to bias. This crucially highlights
the importance of accurately measuring kinematics and control-
ling systematic uncertainties to the sub-percent level, which is
achieved by Knabel et al. (2025), in order to measure Dy and Hy
to the percent level.

6. Summary and outlook

In this paper, we present a GPU-accelerated code (GLaD)
for self-consistent lensing and dynamical modeling, based on
Yildirim et al. (2020) for the lensing part and on Cappellari
(2020) for the dynamics part. This method combines lensing and
dynamical models by solving the Jeans equations in an axisym-
metric geometry. The primary purpose of this code is for time-
delay cosmography, but it can also be naturally applied to galaxy
evolution studies (Shajib et al. 2021; Tan et al. 2024; Sheu et al.
2024; Sahu et al. 2024).

In time-delay cosmography, accounting for parameter un-
certainties is essential. The most time-consuming part of joint
modeling is running analyses across a range of source grids
to account for parameter uncertainties associated with source
grid resolutions. Another computational challenge is solving the
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Fig. 8: Hp and Q, constraints from our models in flat ACDM cosmology, for the ideal (left) and kinematic data with 5% bias (right).
The shaded contours represent 1o, 207, and 30 confidence regions. The blue (orange) contours represent the constraints based on
P(Dq) (P(Datint)), marginalized over all other parameters in the joint modeling. The green contours represent the constraints based
on P(Dq, Datint)- The gray dashed lines represent the mock input values in the data sets. The kinematic data, with a 5% systematic
bias, affects only Dy, such that the inferred Hy median value based on P(Dy) is biased by 13% relative to the mock input value of

Hj (see right panel).

Model Dy[Mpc]l  Dagint[Mpe]  Aint Bani P(Ho | Dg) P(Ho | Datint) P(Ho | Dd, Datint) Xﬁyn
Full FoV (52 bins)

: : ; 30 137 0.04 0.07 37 4.4 32

;c/}eal Klr[lf(r)réatllgﬁo\}m;}[l 781159 1857432 0.98% 55 02177} 83.1754 81.07¢% 82.5737 50
BH 1N , 10}

: : : +18 140 +0.04 +0.04 +3.1 +4.6 3.0

;(}Ieal Kl;lir??)gcl\s/lwith 7697 g 1868t80 0987557,  0.13%504 83.513 80.97¢3 83.3:’3'0 51
BH = o)

Ide]aal I;(inematics with 78517 1770735 1.007003 02970003 81.3%31 85.3%39 83.2%32 64

no

; . ; 20 144 0.04 0.06 2.0 4.6 2.5
Eeal K17nin113t91cl\sdw1th 742445 1876 1¢ 0.98755; —0.028T72  86.9T7¢ 80.47 0 85.0%57 53

BH = o
: : : ; : 20 149 0.04 0.08 3.0 4.4 22
Enemat[lf(spwi%ll 8]51:,/; bias with 706757 1863755 097755 0197575 93.75% 80.5T¢¢ 874455 50
BH 111 > o]
Full FoV exclude inner region
(43 bins)

: ; : +18 +96 +0.03 +0.05 +3.0 +3.8 +2.9
Ide%lli(mematlcs with T g 180472, 0997506 0237708 82.9755 83.47273 83.3755 34
no

: : ; +34 176 +0.05 +0.13 +27 +5.1 3.1
Ideal Kinematics with 75273, 1903:’97 0977503  0.01975 5 85.575, 79.673, 84. 11’13 42

Mgy =7x10° Mg

Table 4: Important parameters and the inferred Hy [kms™' Mpc~'] from different joint models. In the individual models, we present
the marginalized values of Hy constrained by P(Dg), P(Datint), and P(Dg, Dagint), respectively. We also provide the marginalized
distance values for Dgq and Dagint. The 1o uncertainties are calculated from the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of the distribution.
The input mock values are Hy = 82.5 km s~! Mpc™!, Dg = 775 Mpc and Dy = 1823 Mpc. The star symbol denotes joint modeling

that includes the BH mass, which is the mock input.

Jeans equation to determine the intrinsic second velocity mo-
ments. The first issue is naturally optimized using GPU ar-
chitecture, which excels at accelerating large matrix calcula-
tions, while the second is handled with a non-adaptive integral
solver. In both cases, we achieve at least an order-of-magnitude
speedup.

We simulate the lensing and kinematic data for the lensed
quasar system RXJ1131 to test whether GLaD can recover the
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mock input value. Since the lens galaxy in RXJ1131 exhibits
a central velocity dispersion > 300 km s7!, we add a Mgy =
5% 10° My, in the mock mass profile. For the kinematic map,
we generate one ideal kinematic map with the 2% statistical er-
ror and a biased kinematic map with a 5% systematic bias (as
a worst-case scenario) in all the velocities. We use GLaD to per-
form the joint modeling on the simulated data to test the influ-
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Fig. 9: Marginalized posterior density distribution of S,y;, based
on joint models using ideal kinematic data. Different colors rep-
resent posterior densities corresponding to different black hole
masses, while the same color indicates models with identical
mass parameterization but different source grid resolutions. We
observe that as Mpy increases, the inferred B,,; decreases and
vice versa. The inferred S,y distributions given different Mpy
spread over the prior range [—0.3,0.3], but different Mpy yield
different goodness of fit to the kinematic data (as shown in
Fig. 4).
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Fig. 10: Constraints on Hp and Qp, from our models in flat
ACDM cosmology, using the ideal kinematic data and differ-
ent assumptions for Mpy. The green contour represents the con-
straints from the joint modeling, considering the possible values
of Mgy, and combining all 55 models weighted by BIC. The
orange contour shows the constraints from the joint modeling
excluding the BH mass. The blue contour shows the constraints
from the joint modeling with Mgy = 7 x 10° M. The BH mass
in the simulated kinematics data is set to Mgy = 5% 10° M.

ence of the BH and the systematic error in the kinematic map.
We found as follows:

— GLaD achieves a sampling time of ~ 0.5 seconds per step on
a single A100 GPU, reducing the Bayesian inference of the
joint modeling in Yildirim et al. (2020, 2023) from month-
long to several days.

— We perform joint modeling using two types of mass mod-
els and combine 55 models based on the BIC weighing. As
expected, the kinematic data helps break the internal MSD.
Using ideal kinematic data, we achieve 4% uncertainty in the
inference of Hy.

— The BH mass does not influence the breaking of the internal
MSD. Therefore, the measurement of Aj,; and Da jne remains
independent of the adopted Mpy in the joint modeling, pro-
vided that the kinematic data is well fitted.

— Given the high BH mass of 5 x 10° Mg, adopted in our mock
data, the BH mass plays a crucial role in constraining [,y
and Dy. By adjusting S5, one can mimic the effect of a
massive BH, making it difficult to constrain anisotropy with-
out precise knowledge of the BH mass. Additionally, B,y; is
positively correlated with Dy, meaning any bias in the in-
ferred Ban; leads to a corresponding bias in Dg. As shown in
Sect. 5.2, modeling with an incorrect BH mass results in an
inferred Hy that is 3% higher than the mock input value.

— In Sect. 5.2, we present two approaches to mitigate the im-
pact of the BH on Hy measurements. The first approach in-
volves using insights from nearby galaxies to determine the
most probable range for the BH mass. We then perform a
series of models with BH mass variations within this range,
combining the results using the BIC weights to obtain an un-
biased distance and Hy measurement. The advantage of this
approach is that it leverages the full kinematic dataset and a
well-motivated prior. However, the disadvantage is the need
to run multiple models. In the second approach, we bypass
the sensitivity of the kinematic data to the BH mass by ex-
cluding the central kinematic bins, allowing us to retrieve the
Hj value with just one model, without significant reliance on
prior knowledge.

— The systematic bias in spatially resolved kinematic data does
not impact the constraints on Ajy; and Dy int, as these param-
eters are influenced by the shape of the 2D vy, distribution.
However, an overall bias in the kinematic data does not alter
the shape of ving; it only affects its amplitude.

— The bias in the amplitude of vy primarily affects the infer-
ence of Dg. A 5% bias leads to an approximately 10% bias
in Dgq, which in turn results in a 10% bias in the Hy measure-
ment, given P(Dg). However, as we emphasized earlier, a 5%
bias in the kinematic data does not bias D inc. Consequently,
when considering Hy given both distances, P(Dg, DA int), the
bias is reduced to approximately 6%. We have demonstrated
that systematic bias in the kinematic data doubles the error
as it propagates to Hy (as also shown by Chen et al. 2021b,
see Egs. 20 and 21). This highlights the importance of mea-
suring kinematics with sub-percent systematic uncertainty,
as recently achieved by Knabel et al. (2025).

GLaD will be applied to the NIRSpec IFU observations of the
lens galaxy in RXJ1131. Using simulated data, we identified a
trade-off between the BH mass and the anisotropy parameter
Bani> as well as the influence of BH mass on Dy in this paper.
In our simulated kinematic dataset, we used a higher BH mass
compared to the value from the Mpy — 0 isp relation. We aim to
determine whether these effects are also present in real observa-
tions. If confirmed, we can further explore strategies to mitigate
potential biases in Dy.

As for the second test in this paper on systematic bias in
the kinematic data, its impact on future Hy measurements is ex-
pected to be minor, given the recent work by Knabel et al. (2025)
who demonstrated that systematics errors of kinematic measure-
ments can be controlled at the sub-percent level.
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Fig. 11: Left: The ideal kinematic data excludes the bins within —0.15" to 0.15” with 43 bins in total. Middel: The best-fit kinematic
map with )(iin = 34, given the composite mass model with no BH. We do not display the best-fit kinematic map of the case with

Mgy = 7% 10° M, because they show similar fitting results. Right: The normalised residual.

Another test we will explore in the future is the adopted mass
sheet and how it interacts with the system. In this paper, we set
the mass sheet with a fixed core and truncation radius. We en-
sure that, with this setup, the lensing data is completely degen-
erate with respect to different values of Ay while the kinematic
data are sensitive to Aiy. Future studies could further explore the
parameter space for the mass sheet that satisfies the above re-
quirements and marginalize over them to assess the impact on
the BH mass and Hy.

Our study highlights the speed gains achieved by using a sin-
gle GPU, and in the future, parallelizing computations across
multiple GPUs could further improve efficiency. Our develop-
ments will enable more efficient lensing and dynamical model-
ing of galaxies with high quality data for future cosmological
and galaxy studies.
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Appendix A: Implementation of the enfw profile

In many cases, we use the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) pro-
file, derived from cosmological simulations, to model the mass
density of dark matter in the lens galaxies. The classical NFW
profile for lensing analyses often assumes spherical symmetry
in the mass distribution, since analytical expressions for grav-
itational lensing properties are not available for mass distribu-
tions with ellipticity. However, observed galaxies and dark mat-
ter halos are typically not spherically symmetric but appear more
elliptical when projected onto the sky. To address this chal-
lenge, one solution is to introduce ellipticity in the potential
and then use Eq. 7 to derive the corresponding mass density
profile xprw(0) (e.g., Golse & Kneib 2002). However, this ap-
proach can lead to unphysical mass density distributions, such
as dumbbell-shaped isodensity contours, especially when the el-
lipticity is high (¢ < 0.7), as shown in Fig. A.1. To avoid this
issue, we adopt a method based on Oguri (2021), implement-
ing a fast calculation approach that directly introduces ellipticity

Nto Kenfw(6). We define

u2 1(1—\/garctanh(\/l—uz)), ifu<l
Kenfw (1) =
,4'25,1‘ (1—\/L{12—_larctan( uz—l)), ifu>1
(A1)
with
22/ a2
u= YT (A2)

va

where rg is the scale radius and ps is the characteristic density.
In general, Eq. A.1 does not yield an analytical expressions for
lensing properties. Instead, computationally demanding numeri-
cal integration has to be performed. The idea in Oguri (2021) is
to decompose the Eq. A.l into a series of basis functions, i.e.,
core steep ellipsoids (CSEs) which has simple analytical expres-
sions of SL properties such as deflection angles @epfyw and the
lensing potential Yenfy -

Nenfw
Kenfw _ Z A?anKiCSE(M,Si), (A.3)
Ps i=1
with
K, 50) = (A.4)

2s? +u2)32
In Oguri (2021), they used 44 CSEs to fit keprw (sSee Eq. A.1). By

minimizing

2
re 1 {Kenfw(u D=2 Nentw A ke (u i Si)}
=ex s
e 2 (Kenfw)2 o?

(A.5)

they achieved an accuracy of o = 107 in recovering KgNFW US-
ing CSEs, with u; spanning a wide range from 1076 to 10°. The
amplitude A; and core radius s; are predetermined before evalu-
ating the lensing properties of kgnpw for any given values of p,
rs, and ¢."> The corresponding lens potential of individual CSE
is

YSE(x,y) = ;I ¥(sixyg >— 5 A+ asil

(A.6)
where the expression of ¥(s;, x,v,q) does not include any com-
plex functions. We refer readers to Oguri (2021) for details.
From the potential, we infer the deflection angle by calculating
its gradient (see Eq. 33) and obtain an analytical expression,

Qenfw = (A7)

Nenfw
\V/Z_Y Z A; Vz,bCSE( \/_x iy,s,)

Appendix B: Implementation of the EPL profile

We implemented the surface mass density «p following
Tessore & Metcalf (2015). We define:

y-1

. (3 - y) b
epl =
2 [ 2
R*+ Tsoft

13 Note that ps is omitted in Eq. A.5 because it acts as a constant
scaling factor and does not affect the decomposition process.

(B.1)
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Fig. A.1: The mass density comparison between kngy With gnew =
0.6 (left panel) and kepfw With gepgw = 0.4 (right panel). The ellip-
ticity implemented in the lensing potential leads to a dumbbell-
shaped surface density (see the left panel). In contrast, applying
ellipticity directly to « results in a more physically realistic mass
distribution (see the right panel).

with

R= /x*+)2/q* (B.2)

where 7y represents the density slope, and ry o = 0.01” is the
softening radius introduced to prevent divergence at the central
pixel. The parameter b is a normalization factor, proportional to
the Einstein radius 6g, given by

b —2 ﬁ@ B.3
_(1+q) E. (B.3)

Appendix C: Joint modeling with ideal kinematic
data across varying source grid reso-
lutions

To determine the resolution at which mass model parameter
constraints become stable with respect to source grid resolutions,
we perform joint modeling assuming Mgy = 5 x 10° M. The
source grid resolution varies from 58 X 58 to 70x 70, correspond-
ing to source pixel sizes of approximately 0.05+0.01"" per pixel.
We observe that all parameter contours stabilize when modeling
with source grid resolutions beyond ~ 60 x 60 (see Fig. C.1).
Considering the computational time, we conduct joint modeling
within the range of 60 X 60 to 68 x 68, excluding 58 x 58 and
70x70.

Appendix D: Joint modeling using kinematics data
exclude the central bins

Appendix E: The BIC weight factor f, . to joint mod-
els
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Fig. C.1: Equally weighted probability density distributions for all parameters in the joint modeling, given Mgy = 5x 10° M.
The joint modeling is performed using different source grid resolutions (represented by different colors) to account for parameter
uncertainties induced by variations in pixel size on the source plane. The simulated lensing data is generated assuming a source grid
resolution of 64 X 64.
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Fig. C.2: The best-fit composite mass model, given Mgy = 5% 10? M, The other best-fit model produces similar results. The quasar
light in RXJ1131 is very strong, making it difficult to fit. To mitigate its effects, we boost the error in the quasar positions.
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Fig. D.1: The comparison between the joint modeling using the full ideal kinematic data (orange contours) and the ideal kinematic
data (green contours) excluding the central regions. We adopt no BH in the composite mass model. We observe that uncertainties of
parameters are enlarged but the measurements of Dy and 8,,; move toward the mock input values using the kinematic map excluding
the central regions.
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Fig. D.2: The comparison between the joint modeling using the full ideal kinematic data (orange contours) and the ideal kinematic
data (green contours) excluding the central regions. We adopt Mgy = 7 x 10° M, in the composite mass model.
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Data Model Source Resolution ngn Taic
FoV 2" x 2"
68 54.11  0.1272
66 55.08 0.0785
COMPOSITE 64 54.61  0.0991
Mg = 1x10°M, 62 5421 0.1213
60 5430  0.1160
68 50.61  0.7204
66 50.36  0.8171
Mgy =2%x10°M, 64 50.37  0.8129
62 5048 0.7712
Lensing & Dynamics 60 504507805
IDEAL
68 50.26  0.8612
66 49.96  0.9799
Mgy =3%x10°Mo 64 50.00 0.9672
62 50.06  0.9482
60 50.03  0.9567
68 50.34  0.8327
66 50.10  0.9325
Mgy =4x10° Mo 64 50.15  0.9065
62 50.20  0.8866
60 50.16  0.9050
68 50.87  0.6350
66 50.79  0.6581
Mgy =5x10° Mo 64 50.73  0.6790
62 50.65  0.7080
60 50.75  0.6723
68 5171 0.4162
66 51.86  0.3865
Mgy = 6% 10° M, 64 51.81 0.3965
62 51.74  0.4094
60 51.67 0.4238

Table E.1: Comparison of models on different source resolutions, showing X(zlyn and fgc



H. Wang et al.: GPU-Accelerated Gravitational Lensing & Dynamical (GLaD) Modeling for Cosmology and Galaxies

Data Model Source Resolution Xﬁyn Teric
FoV 2”7 x2”
68 52.98 0.2219
66 53.55 0.1667
COMPOSITE 64 53.28 0.1904
Mgy =7x10°Mp 62 5324 0.1949
60 53.36 0.1835
68 54.85 0.0870
66 5549 0.0633
Mgy = 8% 10° Mo 64 55.11 0.0763
62 55.05 0.0787
Lensing & Dynamics 60 513 0.0758
IDEAL
68 56.95 0.0307
66 57.94 0.0187
Mgy =9x10°Mo 64 57.21  0.0269
62 5722  0.0268
60 57.53  0.0230
68 60.93  0.0042
66 60.67  0.0047
Mgy = 10x10° Mg 64 60.73  0.0040
62 60.12  0.0052
60 60.45 0.0052
68 58.15 0.1338
66 58.12  0.1356
EPL Model 64 58.33  0.1227
62 60.56  0.0400
60 58.29  0.1247

Table E.2: Continuation of the previous table: Comparison of models at different source resolutions, showing ngn and fg--
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